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*u. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

‘11!71!!!!2!7
The Seymour Recycling Corporation (SRC) site, encompassing a fourteen-acre area, is
approximately two miles southwest of Seymour, Indiana. SRC and its corporate
predecessor, Seymour Manufacturing Company, processed, stored and incinerated chemical

] wastes at the site from about 1970 to eariy 1980. The facility was closed when SRC
failed to comply with a 1978 agreement with the State of Indiana to cease rec2iving
wastes and to institute better waste management practices. In 1980, several thousand

I drums were removed from the site by two potentially responsible parties (PRPs). In

y 1981, the U.S. EPA removed chemicals from tanks at the gite and disposed of those waste
offsite. A 1982 Consent Decree with potential PRPs resulted in the removal, between

cember 1982 and January 1984, of approximately 50,000 drums, 100 storage tanks and th

rirst foot of contaminated soil from about 75 percent of the site’'s surface. A Record
of Decision, signed in September 1986, evaluated the stabilization of the ground water
plume emanating from the site and selected the implementation of a plume stabilization
system to extract, treat and discharge ground water to a waste water treatment plant.
Currently, the shallow aguifer under and just beyoad the site boundaries, which serves
approximately 100 residences and businesses, is highly contaminated with more than 35
different hazardous chemicals, including 1,2-dichloroethane, benzene, vinyl chlorid2 and
1,1,1-trichloroethane.
{See Attached Sheet)
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16. ABSTRACT (continued)

The selected remedial action for this second operable unit includes: deed and access
restrictions and other institutional controls; implementation of a full scale soil vapor
extraction system; ground water extraction and treatment by air stripping, mixed-media
cap:; and excavation of 800 cubic yards of contaminated creek sediment and consolidation
of the sediment beneath the cap. The estimated capital cost for this remedy is
$10,536,000 with present worth O&M of $7,200,000.
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RECORN JF JECISi0N
REMED [AL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

SEYMOUR RECYCLING CORPORATION SUPERFUND SITE
SEYMOUR, INDIANA

Statement of Rasis and Purpose

This decision document, with the attached Summary of Record of Uecision
(incorporated herein as Attachment 1), represents the selected remedial
action for this site which was developed and selected in accordance with
CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and to the extent practicable, the National
Contingency Plan,

This decision concerning the appropridte remedial alternative for
the Seymour site is based prlmar!ly on the following documents:

1. Remedial Investigation, Volumes 1 and 2, Seymour Recycling
Corporation, May 12, 1986, prepared by CHoM Hill, including the
Endangerment Assessment, which is Chapter 9 of Volume 1,

2. Pudblic Comment Feasidility Study Report, Volumes ] and 2,
Seymour Recycling Corporation, August 29, 1986, prepared
by CHaM Hill,

3. Community Relations Responsiveness Surmary, Seymour Recycliny
~ Corporation, September 1987, prepared by CHpM Hill,

4, The Camprehensive Environment al Response, Canpensation, and
Liapility Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq., as anmended
by the Superfund Nnendnents ana Reauthorization Act of 1986,

S. The National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan, 40 C,F.R, Part 300, November 20, 1985,

§. Correspondence fran Dr. C.W. Fetter, Jr,, to David Favero, dated
July 2, 1987,

7. Guidance on Remedial [nvestigations Under CERCLA, May 198S.
8. Guidance on Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA, April 1985,

9. Conceptual Level Design and Feasidbility Study for In-situ Air
Stripping of Volatile Organir Contaminants from the Unsaturated
Zonre at the Seymour Recycling Corporation Hazardous Waste Site,
Seymour, [ndiana, Hydro Geo Chem, April 28, 1987,

10, Draft Conceptual Plan for Groundwater Remediation in the Shallow
Aqui fer at the Seymour Recycling Site, Geraghty & Miller,
April 28, 1987,
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11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

.

Superfund Pudlic Health Evaluation Manual, OSWER Directive
285,41, Octoper 1986.

Merarandum fran J. Winston Porter, Assistant Administrator, OSWER,
to Director, Waste Management Divirion, Reyion V, and others,
entitled [nterim Guidance on Superfund Selection of emedy,
Decenber 23, 1486,

Memordndum from J. Winston Porter, Assistant Administrator, JSUER,
to NDirector, Waste Management Division, Region V, and others,
entitled Additionai Interim Guidance for FY '87 Records of
Decision, July 24, 1987,

Memordndum from J, Winston Porter, Assistant Adninistirator, (SWER,
to Regional Administrator, Region V and Director, Waste ftanagenent
Divisicn Reyion V, dnd otners, entitled [nterim Guidance an (=
pltance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reguirenents,
July 9, 19387,

Memorandun from J, Ninstdn Porter, Assistant Administrator, OSWER
to Regional Administrators, entitled Superfund Select fon of Remedy,
August 14, 1987,

Correspyondence frum Harry John Watson I[I, [ndiana Attorney General s
Office, to Lawrence Kyte, dated August AR, 1986,

A sudbstantial number of additional documents, which are included in the .
administrative record, have also been considered in selecting the renedial
actiun for this site. An index to the adninistrative record {s incorporated
as Attachment 2 to this document,

Jescription of the Selected Remedial Alternative

The selected renedial alternative represents the final remedy for the Seynour

site,

The selected remedial alternative includes the followiny najor components
which are discussed in more detail in Attachment 1:

Deed and access restrictions/other institutional controls to
prevent future development of the site and adjacent property
and to assure the integrity of the remedial action,
Implement fon of a full scaie soil vapor extractfon System,

Extraction and treatment of contaminated gr0undwater at and
beyond the site boundaries,

[Astallation of a multi-media cap.

Excavatinn of contaminated sediment and consolidatfon of the
sediment Deneath the cCap,

5
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® A reyular mgnitoriny proyram to determine the effectiveness
of the proposed remedial action.

Declaration

Consistent with the -Comprehensive Environnental 2esponse, Compensation
and Liability Act -of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Armend.
ments and Reduthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the National Jil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300,

1 have detemined that at the Seymour Recycling Corporation Site, the
selected remedial alternative provides adequate protection of human
health and the environmment; satisfies the preference for treatment that
reduces mobility, toxicity or volume to the maximum extent practicable;
and is cost-effective.

The State of [pdiana has been involved with the development of the re- -
medial investigation/feasibility study. The State has been consulted
on the selection of the remedy and is expected to concur,

The Uffice of Waste Programs Enforcement has concurred with the renedy
selected for this site (Attachment 1),

’

1 have determined that the action taken is consistent with Section 121
of CERCLA, as amended Dy SARA, and is appropriate, halanced agatnst the
availab111ty of Trust Fund monies for use at other sites, -

Secause hazardous substances will remain on-site, the S-year revieé
provision of Section 121(c) of CERCLA, as amended by SARA, will apply
tc the Seymour site.

'J dﬂdmw . ,jé@.bf 50‘,%497

Valdas V* Adankuy
Regional Aduinis rator

Attachnents
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SUMMARY F RZCJRD JF JECISION
SEVMOUR RECYCLING CORPORATION

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Seymour Recycling Corporation site is ‘ocated 2.3 miles southwest

of the central Jusiress gisterict of Seymour, (ndiana, near the nortnwest
carmer of Freeman Muricipal Airport and [ndustrial Park (Figure 1.2 from
tne FS)j. The site covers about 14 acres, approximateily 1/2 mile south of
the Snyde Acres suddivision, Most of the area immediately surrounding

tne site is used fir agriculture, A drainage ditch extends from the north-
west corner of the site, (Northwest Creek), and drains into East-west

Creek about lUUY feet north of the sita, The closest residence to the

site is Mrs, Otte's famn, just north of the creek, Sast-West Creex *)ows
into Von Fanyge Ditch, which runs tnrough the Snyde Acres Subdivision,

SITE HISTORY

The Seymour Recycling Corporation (SRC) and its corporate predecessor,
Seymour Manufacturing Company, processed, stored and incinerated chemical
wastes at tne site froa about 1970 to early 1980, The facility was
closed when SRC failed to comply with a 1978 agreenent with the State

. of Indiana to cease receiving wastes and to institute better wast2 nanage-

ment practices, [n 1980, a state court placed the site under -eceiver-
ship, Later that year, U,S. EPA fenced the site to restrict access and
constructed dikes to control runoff from the site, Several thousand
drums were ranoved from the site Dy two potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) in 1980, In 1931, 1.S. EPA romoved chemicals from tanks at the
site and aisposed of those wastes at authorized disposal sites, In
1982, the U.S. Government entered into & consent decree in 1),5, Districe
Court with some conpanies believed to be PRPS. Under the ayreement, %he
PRPs arranged for the removal of hazardcus substances on the surface of
the site,

The surface cleanup was conducted from December 1982 to January 1983 oy

a hazardous waste disposal fim, The cleanup was monitored by U,S. EPA

and the State of [ndiana. All wastes on the surface of the site, including
rouyhly 5C,000 druns and 100 storage tanks, were removed and taken to author-
ized disposal sites, [n addition, the top foot of contaminated soil an the
site was removed from about 75 percent of the site and also transported

to authorized disposal sites, Clean fill was brouyht in to replace

the contaninated soil that was removed.

In 1982 and 1983, the U,S. Governmment antered into additional ‘agreements
with other PRPs. As a resylt of these ayreements, 3 fund was established
to be used for future cleanup actions, For example, money from the PRP
trust fund was used in 1985 to extend municipal water system pipelines.
tu the Snyde Acres area and money from the trust fund will be used to

pay for a plume stabdilization project at the site,

In August 1983, U.S. EPA beyin the remedial investigation (RI) to deter-
mine the nature and extent of the potential long-term hazards that remain

10
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at and in the vicinity of the site, The Rl also attenpted to identify
pithways in the enviromment by which chemicals from the site may come into
contact with people or the environment, Part of tne RI, the endanyer.
ment assessment, estimates the potential impacts of the remaining
contaminants on human heaith and the enviroment if no further c'ean.

u actions are taken at the site., The Rl, which was completed in May
1986, serves as the primary source of data i,S, EPA used in the Feasi-. -
pility Study to develop altarnative measures for reducing the potential

long-term threats pnsed by the site,

A phased feasibility study was completed in August 1986 that evaluates
the stapilization of the groundwater contamination plume amanating from
the Seymour site, A Record of Decision was signed on September 30, 1336
selecting the implementation of a plume stabilization project,

RESULTS OF THE REMEDTAL INVESTIGATION

GroundWater Contamination -

Monizaring wells have been installed and used by various contractars to

study the yroundwater at and in the vicinity of the Seymour Recycling

site, These studies indicate the presence of two aquifers: a shallow .
aguifer and a deep aguifer, The shallow aquifer, sometimes as snallow :
as six £o0 eight feet below the surface, is separated from the deep aquifar
by a silty clay aquitard that allows some water to flow from the snhallow _
to the deep aguifer,

Groundwater in the snallow aguifer flows to the north/northwest. Muring

wet periods, the high level of yround water in the shallow aquifer resuits

in yroundwater aischarying into the East-west Creek. During drier periodas
the creek dries up and groundwater flows beneath the creek bed toward
residences in the Snyde Acres subdivision, Downyradient of the East-West
Creek, a portion of the yroundwater in the shallow aquifer discharyes to

the Von Fanye Ditch, The ditch occasionally dries up which indicates yround-
water flows beneath the ditch toward additional residences in the Snyde
Acres Subdivision,

The deep 4aJuifer, Tocated from abou® 55 to 70 feet below the land surface,
flows prinarily to the south, The area immediately to the south of the sits
contains no wells ar streams which could provide an exposure pathway for
site chenicals in the deep aquifer to contact humans or wildlife, How-
ever, there are wells located at Freeman Municipal Airport to-the east of
the site that currently draw from the deep aquifer,

The shallow aquifer is highly contaminated with more than 35 different haz-
a.dous organic chemicals, including 1,2-dichloroethane, henzene, vinyl
chloride and 1,1,1-trichloroethane, Most of the contaminants are directly .
under or just beyond the site boundaries, As of Jure 1985, the major por-
tion of the contaminant plume extended 400 feet beyond the site boundary,
(Figure 7.21 from the Rl) However, studies detected lower concentra-
tions of oryanic chemicals as far as 1,100 feet downgradient of the site
boundary, The contaminants in the grcundwater are moving away from the
sice at different rates; same as fast as 150 feet or more per year and
others as slow as one foot or less per year, »

P
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Hazartous oryanic chenicals have deen detected in the deep aguifer,
Concentrations range up to 1,344 ug/1 of total oryanic contaninants,
The rate ana girection of contaminant movement in the deep aquifer is
not well docunented nor understood,

Soil Contamination

So1l samples were collected during 1934 and 1385 to detemine the
extent of contamination in the soil, Three types of locaticns were

sampled:

1. Soil deneath the surface fron the groundwater monitariny
sites (36 sanples in 37 locations):

2. Sediments in the northwest drainaye cditch next to the site
and in surface soils immediately surrounding the site (133
sanples in 50 locations); and ‘

3. Soil to a depth of six feaet on the site (205 samples in 3]
locations),

Samplas fron the groundwater monitoring well locations and the near
surface soils were analyzed in an on-site laboratory, with select
samples beiny sent to the contract lavoratory program (CLP) for a
complete analysis. Analyses of the soil samples indicate that soils

at various depths within the boundaries of the site are contaminated
with hazardous organic and fnorganic chemicals, More than 54 organic
chemicals were identified in the soils, including nign concentrations
of 1,1,2-trichlgoroethane, carbon tetrachloride, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane
ang trichlorvethene, (RI, Yol. 1 Cnap, 6) (Record 4 ) Inorjanic
chenicals wer2 found in the soils in concentrations jreater than hack-
uround, ‘RI, vol. 1, Chap. 6) (Record » )

Contanination of near surface soils and sediments outside the site houn-
daries is 7uch more limited, Sediment samples franm Northwest Creek

show the presence of low level concentrations of hazardous organic cheri.
cals, (RT, vol, 1, Chap. 6) (Record #

Surface Water ana Wildlife Contamination

In 1983 and 1984, the U,S, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) captured animals
and sampled soils and sediments in the area surrounding the Seynour Re-

.cycling Site. FWS collected additional sedinent samples in 1995, Analyses

of the animal tissues and the sediment samples indicate that sone contami.
nation from the site has migrated to surrounding land areas dand waterways,

These studies indicate that contatrinants like those at the site have reached
East-West Creek,

No surface water samples were collected during the Rl, However,K the presence
of contaminants in the sediment and animal tissue indicate that the surface
waters, at least on occasion, contain low levels of contanination. (RI, vol,
1, Chapter 3) (Record # )

14
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ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT

The erdanyerment assessnent (ZA) performed as part of the Rl inc).udes

poth a public nealth and environmental evaluation, The pudlic healitn

evaluation portion of tne £A was conducted in three major phases:

1) toxicotoyical evaluation, 2) exposure assassment and 3) risk char-
acterization, A prief qiscussion of each phase fallows,

' Toxicological Evaluation (RI, voi 1, Chapter 9.2.1) (Record ¢ )

Over 70 chenicals w~ere detected at tne site, Table 9,2 from the R[ pre-
sents a sunmary of the yeneral toxicological categories into which
selected chemicals fall, Chemicals evaluated were selected dased on
their concentration, frequency of occurrence and potential toxic effects,

The toxicoloyical properties are evaluated in quantitative tems in the
EA. Three types of gquantitative evalua®ions are performed: 1) compari.
son with availaple and appropriate standards, criteria or yuidelines,

2) addgitive carcinogenic risk calculation and 3) comparison of estinated
potential garly intakes af contaminants to acceptable 1ntakes The Heal:h
[ndex, .

-

Exposure Assessment (R[, Vol. 1, Chapter 9,2.2) (Record # )

The populations identified as actually or potentiélly exposed to chemicalg
at or miyrating from the Seymour site are:

° approximately 109 residences and businesses using jroundwater
from the shdallow aguifer,

° users of wells supplying the Freenan Municipal Airport ana otner
users of the deep aguifer, .

® populations downwind of the site; approxinately 100 residences
within a 1 nile radius.

° people who may live on, work at or may otherwise use the site,

° people who would consume aquatic wildlife caught frai Northwest
Creek, East-wWest Creek, Von Fanye 0Nitch, and Heddy Run,

Exposure pathways are shown in Table 9.7 from the RI.,

The routes cf exposure vary depending on the miygration pathway and the
human activity, The potential routes of exposure are ingestion, inhalation
or dernal absorption,

Risk Characterization (RI, vol, 1, Chapter 9.2.%) (Record & )

According to EPA policy, the target total individual carcinogenic risk re-
sulting frgm exposures at a8 Superfund site may range anywhere from 1 « 104
tal x 107, (Superfund Publiz Healtn Evaluation Manual, October 198%),
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(Record & ) fhg 1 x 10°6 risk level is the point of departure for risk
manayement. (FS Guidance April 1945) (<ecord ¢ ).

Further guidance in regyar to risk management is provided in the references
cited in the FS, the FS- guidance document and the Superfund Public Healthn
Evaluation Manual.

Some .of the major risks associated with the site inciude:

¢ (Qffsite Migration -- The offsite migration of highly mobile arganic
contaminants could result in concentrations of contaminants at the
nearest offsite receptor locdations (near Mrs, Otte's well, ap-
proximately one-quarter nile northwest of the site) at concentrations
associated with a 1 x 10-5 excess lifetime cancer risk in less than
five years from 1384 (See Figure A,17 from the FS), One chemical,
1,4-adioxane, could exceed the 10-day health advisory level at tne
nearast receptor in less than 5 years from 1984, Contaminants may
miyrate and discharge tc the von Fange Ditch, resulting in exposures
at that location, or nay also migrate below the ditch to additional
residences in the Snyde Acres Subdivision,

® yse of Snallow Groundwater Jnsite -- Poiable use of the shallow
groundwater in a residential, cammercial, or recreational setting
coula result in adverse health effects, The contaminant concentra-
tions onsite exceed current and proposed drinking water standards,
criteria, ang guidelines, The major chemicals of concern are the
volatile aryanic compounds (VOCs). Exposure to VOCs could result in
carcinogenic nealth effects. For example, in a residential settiny,
estinates of daily contaminant intake exceed acceptable levels, and
estimates of excess lifetime cancer risk range fron 1 x 10°!
to 2 x 10"}, This risk is based on maximum reported concentrat ions
of all known potential carcinogentc VOCs.

® Exposure to Onsite Soils from Site Use-- Site development could result
in exposure to contaminants in the sotl, Inyestion of soil could
result in adverse health effects as measured by est imates of excess
lifetime cancer risk (ranging from 3 x 10-3 to'l x 10 , dependiny on
the site use) and comparison of estimated dafly contaminant intake
to acceptable intake (acceptadle intakes for children could be exceeded),
The major chemicals of concern in the soil are VOCs.

¢ Envirommental Concerns-- Prior to the surface cleanup, releases of
contaminants from the site resulted in fisn kills, Sampling by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 1983 and 1984 Jetected cone
taminants in ayuatic and terrestrial organisms, Environ-ental
exposures are currently possible, Terrastrial organisms could come
onto the site and be exposed to contaminants in t «@ soil, Re-
leases of contaminants to the “"East-west™ creck are occurring, and
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continued miyration of contaminants (without remedial action) will
eventually result in tneir release to the Von Fange Ditcn, This
could expose aquatic oryanisas to contaminants from the site,

TECHNOLOGY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

The remedial action object ives established for the Seymour SIte are
discussed in the FS, Vol. 1, Chapter 2, (Record #

A large array of tebhnologies were identified and ’FT?TETTF’screened

for their ability to mes: these objectives, Generally these technoloyies
xdressed the two environmental nedia contaminated at the site:

soil and yroundwater,

Groundwater Remediation Technoloyies

A. Shallow Aquifer

Technologies passing through the initial technoloyy screening in tne
FS were combined into schemes to address the groundwater cont amina-
tion at and beyond vhe site boundary, These technologies include
extraction ang injection wells, and slurry walls. Components for
extracting groundwater, and then treating and discharying contami-
nated groundwater as recowended in the FS, are part of the overall
groundwater remedial action, )

1. Groundwater Extraction Schemes (FS, vol. 1, Chapter 4.1) (Record
’ﬂ)

There were three basic schemes that met the response objectives
and were evaluated in the FS, Thess schemes snould be reviewed as
approaches to yroundwater extraction based on the currently avail-
able information., They do not establish exact locatior, nurper
and pumping rates of a final extraction scheme,

The schemes are:
1. extraction wells only,

2. extraction wellis in combination with an injiction well(s),
and

3. extraction wells in combination with partial containment
fn a slurry wall around the site,

 The approach in scheme 1 is to extract groundwater at the down-
gradient site boundary and at the downgradient extent of the
off-site contaminant plume, .

Scheme 2 takes the approach of placing extraction wells on site,
clustered around the most hiyhly contaminated area of the plume,
These wells would naximize tnward raaial flow from off-site; 1.e.
the wells would draw yroundwater from all directions toward the
site, An injection well would dDe necessary to eliminate an area
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of low nydraulic gradient created by competition among the extrac-
tion wells. A downyradient migration control well is also required
in this schema,

The approach of Scﬁeﬁe 3 is to use a slurry wall to contain contami-

nants within the site dbourdaries bdut restore the aguifer outside the
boundaries to the cleanu” levels. A slurry wall would be installed
down to the confininy luyer around the site to prevent continued

of f-site migyration of contaminants, An extraction well would Oe
necessary within the slurry wall in order to maintain the interior
water table at an eievation below that of the exterior water tadle,
Extraction wells would De necessary near the corners of the site to
remove the contaminant plume outside of the slurry wall, A down-
gradient migration contral well is also requiredr{n this scheme,

& plume stabilization project is currently in progress, Schemes 1
through 3 were evaluated with a downgradient migration control extrac-
tion well. The purpose of this well is similar to that of the plume
stabilization well: to prevent further downgradient migration of

the contaminant plume, The assumotion used in evaluating the scChemes
in the FS was that the downgradient migration control uc?l would not
be installed until 1989, One option was evaluated which assumed the
plume stadilization well was to be installed in the Spring of 1987,
The results indicate the plume stablization well would decrease the
time of aquifer restoration by 1 to 3 years, (RI, Vol. 2, Appendix A)
(Record # ) This same impact can reasonably be assumed to also
occur with the other pumping schemes. Also, {f the plume stabiiization
well is substituted for the downgradient extraction well it would not
be necessary to install the downyradient migration control well as
far downyradient. (FS, Vol. 1, Chapter 4.1)

Computer modeling was used to compare the different schemes, The flow
component of the model was calibrated with historical data; however,

the contaminant transport model was not calibrated. Calidbration of

the contaminant transport model was not possible because thyre is

not 3n adequate history of contaminant concentration levels in the
groundwater, Verification of tne models was not possible because data
was not avatlable with which the modeliny predictions could be compared.
Because of lack of calibration ard verification, the model results
should only be used and considered accurate for relative comparisons
between schemes. In addition, in order to provide a dasis for compar-
ison, all schemes were assumed to begin axtraction in Fall 1985, Results
should not be taken as absolute values.

Indicator compounds were selected on which to base the computer
modeling., The selection zriterta included concentratton, contaminant
mability, toxicity and trearapility, (FS, Vol., 2, Appendices A and B)
(Record # ) The mcst mobile compounds determined the area that an
extraction scheme would need to contain and the less mobile compounds
determined the time period a scheme must operate. Tetrachloroethene
was selected as the indicator compound on which to oase performance
comparisons., Table 4.4 fraom the FS provides a summary of the ground-
water extraction scheme parformance and cost analysis.
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gExtraction Scheme

SUMMARY F GROUNOWATER EXTRACTINON SCHEME PEXFORMANCE AND COST AMNALYSIS

Soil
Option Assumed

l.

3.

Extraction
wells Unly

Extraction-
Injection

Extraction-
Containnent

Total Present Worth Cost Over 30 years,

Saurce £liminated
No Action

Source £liminated
No Action

N/A

not include treatment costs.

Tatrochloroethene used as indicator compound to determine pumping times,

-l -

Table 4.4

Aqui fer Restoration Time (Yrs)

To Reach Cancer Risk Of:**

1 x10%  1x10-5 1 x10-6
11-17 19-29 25-39
50-80 >100 >10
9-15 16-26 21.33
50-80 >100 >100
13.22 20-30 2741

pumping was assumed to start in Fall 1989,

)

3

Cost*

S1,417,000
$1,643,000

33,055,000

»

Costs are for extraction only and do

AN



2. Grouncwater Treatment ang Discharye

The followinyg discharye altarnatives for treated yroundwater from the
site were considered in the FS: 1) direct discharge to the Northwest
Creek, 2) aquifer reinjection, and 3) gischarye to the Seymour Publicly
Owned Treatment Works (PUTW),

The POTW provides art added level of protection to tne envirponnent be-
cause of the additional treatment of the tredted groundwdter prior to
its discharye to tne East Fork of the White River, Discharye to the
Seymour POTW was carried forward in the FS for detailed evaluation of
ranedral alternatives,

NDischarye criteria for the Northwest Creek are not known because they

nave not been 1dentified by the [ndiana Department of Environmental Manaye-
nent ([DEM) wnich is responsible for implementing the National Pallution
Discharye Elimination System (NPDES). The criteria are expected to bDe

more strinyent than discharye criteria to the PQTW, State Water Quality
Standards adopted pursuant to 40 CFR Part 131 would be applicable to

this discharje, Treatment costs would increase as the discharge criteria
becane more stringent, The creek receiving treated groundwater discharged
froam the site flows through the influence of the proposed extraction scheme
and would provide recharye to the shallow aquifer, This recharge could in.
crease the volume of contaminated water that must be extracted and treated,
Further, tne creek flows throuyh a residential area wnere, if the on-site
treatment System were to fail, a threat to human health could result. There-
fore tnis discharge alternative was not carried forward for further evaluation,

Treatment with reinjection was not carried forward because the aquifer
could not accept the anticipated flow in any of the proposed extraction
schemes, Therefore, an off site discharye would also be required using
reinjection, Operational prodlems such as clogying of the well screen,
plugying of the formation or possibly having to excavate part of the mylti-
media cap for maintenance of the injection well are expected with reina
jection, Those problems could reduce the effectiveness of any extraction
scheme, To be compatible with the cleanup levels for the groundwater,
reinjected water has to be at least as clean as the ultimate groundwater
cleanyp levels, This could cause increased treatment cost relative to
gischarye to the POTW.

Tne treatment process developed for the extracted groundwater to be dis-
charged to the POTW was designed to be able to achieve pretreatment standards
tnat were preliminarily identified by the City Qf Seymour .and the I!DEM, Tne
"City of Seymour, under an aythorized pretreatment program pursuant to 40 CFR
403.5, has the authority to estadblisn pretreatment regulations and criteria,
The City consults with [DEM when implementing the pretreatment program,
These preliminary pretreatment standards are subject to revision, The treat-
ment process would most likely remain the same under the other two discnarge
alternatives, Refinements would be likely, however, due to nore stringent
aischarye criteria,

The treatment process consists of an air stripper followed Dy mixed media
filtration, followed by carbon adsorption,

9
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The purpose of the air stripper is to remove strippable oryanic com-
pounds which are present in the yroundwater in high concentrations.
Yapor phase carbon treatment ay be needed and is included in the

cost analysis in this document, Air emission levels myst dDe monitored
and a determination of the public nealth risk associated with the
emissions made, Evalugticn of estimated emission levels indicates a
maximum of a 3.6 x LU~ excess cancer risk level at 167 meters

from the site. This risk level means tnere could te 3.6 additional
cases of cancer in a population of 1,000,000 1f that population was
located 167 meters from the site for a 7U year period. Tnis risk

wds based on the summation of 9 individual risks., (See memorandum
from Steven Rothdblatt to Richarg Bartelt, September 18, 1986) (Record
[ ). Based on actual population in the SeymQur area, the
estimated emission levels would result in 2.7 x 10°7 (,0027) adaitional
cases of cancer within a 50 xm radiys of the site in a 70 year period,

This risk is considered acceptable at this time for fnitiation of tne
plume stabilization project without vapor phase carbon treatment
because: 1) the risk is within EPA's acceptadble range of excess car-
cinoyenic risk, 2) the plume stabilization project is not expected

to pump the flow volume used in the risk assessment, 3) the quality

of the water Deiny extracted by the plume stabilization well i¢ CTapected
to contain lower concentrations of carcinoygenic compounds than was used
in the risk assessment, 4) the short period of operation prior to
implementation of the final extraction and treatment system, and 5)

no exposure to humans because of institutional controls. Therefore,
the plume stabilization project will be initiated but actual monitoring
results from the plume stabilization project treatability studies
should de evaluated when these [BSu]tS become available. Any comdined

cancer risk yreater than 1 x 10 ~ caused' oy air emissions must result
in treatmgnt of the emissions, (See Memorandum from Steven Rotholatt to

Richarg Bartelt, September 18, 1986) (Record # )

The mixed media filter will remove suspended solids and precipitates
tnat form from oxigation of iron from the yroundwater in the air

stri pper.

The carbon adsorbers are necessary to remove less volatile organic
compounds. The low discharge criteria for phenol makes carpon
adsorption a required part of the treatment system,

Estimated present worth for a 150 gpm treatment system is $6,115,000,

The treatment process may be altered when discharge criteria are estab-
lished pursuant to the authorization procedure to discharge to the POTW,

B. Deep Aguifer

Contamination in the deep aquifer nas only consistently been detected
in monitoring well 222, The contamination levels detected within the
site boundary are above the cleanup standards, but contamination
above cleanup standards has not been detected at or beyond the site
poundary. Therefore, remedial technoloyies specifically in relation
to the deep aquifer were not evaluated in the FS. Required actiong
are described in the section discussiny the selected alternative.

24
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So01} Remedration Technologies

The suil renediation technoloyies passing initial screening in the FS
include:

1. caoping,

2. soil removal/on site disposal,
3. soi)l removalfoff site disposal,
4., onsite incingration,

5. in-situ soil washing, and

6. 1in-situ vapor extraction,

These technologies were evaluated separately from the yroundwater
technoloygiles, but there is an important linkage between the time

of restoriny the shallow aguifer and tnhe soil contamination, The
soil serves as the source of contamination to the shallow aquifer
which in turn {s the source of contanination to the deep aquifer,

The source of contamination to the shallow aquifer must be eliminated
to allow the snallow aquifar to be restored and to prevent additignal
contanination of the deep aquifer,

1. Capping

Based upon the initial screening of technologtes, the capping option
merited further evaluation as a remedial action or 3 component of a
more comprehensive remedial action, The preliminary design of the
cap used in cost analysis had a 3% slope, and successive layers of a
two fout veyetative cover, a geotextile layer, a synthetic drainage
layer, an 80 mil synthetic liner, and 2 feet of compacted clay. (See
FS, vol. 1, Chapter 4.3,1) (Record # } The desiyn is consistent
with RCRA closure requirements set fortn at 40 CFR Part 264, Subpart
G. The cap is estimated to take 2 construction seasons to install,

Estimated present worth is $5,794,000.
2. Soil Removal/QOffsite Disposal

The soil removal option analysis was based on a cleanup level that
represents a 1 x 10-6 excess lifetime cancer risk for residential use,
This risk is within the acceptable ranye under current EPA guidance,
These levels also should provide adequate protection tv the yroundwater,
The volume of sofl is estimated at 95,800 cubic yards or 7,900 truck-

_loads, Oisposal 1S assumed to take place within a 250 nile radius of

the site over a period of .5 to three years,

Estimated present worth is $40,505,000,

3. Soil Removal/Onsite Disposal

Removal of soil and disposal in an onsite RCRA compliant landfill was
evaluated in the FS, As in the above option, 95,800 cubic yards of

01l would De ranoved, The size of the RCRA compliant landfill would
be approxirmately 4.5 acres in area and 40 feet high at its center,
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Replacement costs for cap components are included for cost analysis
purposes, Construction of the landfill would take at least two Dut
possibly three construct ion seasons to complete,

Estimated present worth is $9,229,000.
4, Onesite Incineration

Rotary kiln was proposed in the FS as the nost effective and appropriate
inctneration technology and was used for cost estimation purposes,

Six and a half years were estimated to be needed to themally treat the
estimdated volume of contaninated soils and other waste,

This option is considerably more complex tn implement and operate than
other soil technoloyies, There is limited experience with the process
needed to demonstrate compliance with the technical requirements for
onsite, temporary incinerdtors and making this camonstration could
take 2 considerable amount of time., Operation of an incinerator is alsd
very labor intensive and reguires skilled operators, The f¢ assumed
it would take at le~.r §,5 years to complete incineration, The solid
residuals from the incineration process would need to be demonstrated
to not pose a threat to punlic health, welfare and the enviromnent,
For the purposes of the FS it was assumed the solid residuals would
be hazardous and must de disposed of in an onsite RCRA compliant
Tandfill, .

Estimated present worth is $23,833,000.
5. In-situ Soil Washing |

The FS stated that this technology ts attractive because it removes the
more soluble contaminants from the soil by accalerating their leaching into
the yroundwater and tnen collecting the contaminated yroundwater, To im-
plement this technology at the Seymour site, surface soil that was placed
over the site after the 1982 surface cleanup would have to be ranoved,

The relatively lower permeability of this surface cover naterial would in.
nipit infiitration of water applied to the soil,

A pilot-study would possibly have to be parformed on a portion of tne site
to develop operational and effectiveness information, It is estimated

it will take 3-6 years to maximize the effectiveness of the soil washing
process. All contaminants would not leach fran the soil, so some contani-

- nants would remain in the soil and a cap would be needed,

Estimated present worth is $8,675,000.

6., In-situ Vapor Extraction

In-situ soil vapor extraction takes advantage of the volatile nature of
some of the contaminants to remove them from the unsaturated zone,

vertical extraction wells were used in Cost estimates. MHowever, in areas
where the water table is high, horizoniai extraction pipes may be more

26
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effective, (See FS, vol, 1, paye 4-97 and Hydro Geo Chem Report, April 24,
1937) (Record # and Record # )

A cap must de installed on-site in canjunction with any soil vapor
extraction system to prevent leaching of contaminants to the groundwater,
to prevent direct contact with contaminated soil and to prevent run-off
of contaninated water or sediment,

Estimated present worth is $9,554,000,

REMEOIAL ALTERNATIVES OEVELOPMENT

The technoloytes that passed through the initial screening in tne FS
were then developed and evaluated, according to the criteria in the NCP,
in Chapter 4 of the FS, (Record # ) The technologies were then come
bined in the F3 into & number of ramedial! alternatives to address all
the public health and environmental risks posed by the Seymour site,
The NCP reyuires tha: alternatives be developed and evaluated for the
following cateyories:

® N0 action,

® An alternative for treatment or disposal at an off-site
facility approved by U.S, EPA,

° An alternative which does not attain applicable or relevant
public health and enviromment:l standards but will reduce
the likelihgod of present or future threat from hazardous
sudbstances and provides significant protection to
public health, welfare and the enviromment,

° An altermative which attains all applicable and relevant
federal public health and envirommental requirements,

¢ An alternative wh'ich exceeds applicadble and relevant federal
public nealth and environnental requirements as currently
known .

The alternatives developed in the FS were also developed witn the intent
of meeting applicable or relevant and appropriate State requirements,

* These requiraments are icentified in a correspondence from Harry John
Watson [I1, to Lawrence ! vte, August 8, 1986. (Record # )

In addition, alternatives were included in the FS that addressed the
cleanup standards requir-: by Section 121 of SARA, The NCP required
that EPA develop these trpes of alternatives before the passaye of
SARA, and it was EPA's pilicy to do so., (See 40 CFR Section 300.68)(n))

Alternatives developed icluded treatment aiternatives that minimized the
public health and envirormental risks associated with long term manage-
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ment of residudls and alternatives involving treatment as a princigal

el ement that pemanently and siynificantly reduces the toxicity, mobility,
or volune of hazardous substances at the site, C(Containment options were
also evaluyatad in the FS,

Cormon Features

All alternatives analyzed in the FS, except the no aciion alternative,
included a number of coamon features that are necessary to supplenent
the major sotl and yroundwater components, These cowmon features
are:

® The existing onsite Buildinys would be denol ished and disposad
of in accordance with the alternative selected. The volume

of duilding rubhle is estimatec at 2,200 cubic yards, The builainys

must be razed in order to allow for the installation of the
cap, soil removal or the implementation of vapor extraction
or soil washing,

® Deed ana access restrictions and/or other institutional con-
trols would be placed on the SRC site property and the area
surrounding the site. Deed restrictions would prohidbit
excavation of soil, building construction on 3ite and y=oung
walar extraction, Off site groundwater withdrawal restrictions
would be necessary to prevent any adverse impacts to the
proposed extraction well system, These would deal primarily
with prohibition of the installation of large volume wells on
neighboring lands that could negatively impact the recovery
patterns J>f the extraction well systen., Use of the adjacent
land owned by the City of Seymour would have o b¢ limited
in order to prevent a pudblic health threat during operatfion of
the vapor extraction system, Access to the site would be con-
trolled by fencing, and the fence would be posted with warminy
siyns, The timing of the restrictions may vary depending on
the alternative and when cleanup standards are achieved. 1.
precise location, magnitude, and timing of the restrictions
would be deteminead during the desiyn phase of the remedial
action,

¢ Contamir »* migration would be assessed through a regular ground-
water anu surface water monitoring program, Monitoring is
necessary to determine the effectiveness of any remedial actior,

* One foot of sediment would be removed from the lorthwest Creek
and fron the ditch just north of the site as shown on Figure
5.4, The approximate volume of sediment to be renoved would
be 800 cubic yards., Tne sediments would be addressed with
the same technologies as the soils for the various alternatives,
The sediments pose a potential threat to aquatic life in the
Aiteh and creek,
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° Temporary runon ang runoff controls would be constructed at the
site as needed, T™ese controls would prevent any off-site migjration
of contaminants hy surface watar during constryction activities on
the site,

EPA, in Chapter 6 of iné FS, aaded tne following faature to be included
in all remedial altemdtives,
* Qesidential wells in the Snyde Acres subdivision would be proper!y
abandoned 1f conseaz is obtdined from tneir owners, .
T™his feature is desirabla to eliminate potential conduits for contamina-
tion to enter the shallow aquifer from residential wells which are np

lonyer beiny used, Under a previous response action, the residences '.ave
been hooked up to the City of Seymour's water supply distribution system,

The Assemoled‘Alternatives

The assenblad alternatives, except the no-action altarnative, tnclude tne
common features described above and specific soil and yroundwater com-
ponents, '

The assemdbled alternatives are:

1. No action, -

2. JUffsite soil aisposal/Groundwater extraction and treatment,

3. Onsite soil disposal/Groundwater extraction and treatment,

4. Onsize sotl incineration/Groundwater extraction and treatment.

S. Multi-media cap/3roundwater extraction and treatment.

6. In-situ soil washing, multi-media cap/Groundwater extraction
and treatment,

7. Vapor extraction, multi-media cap/Groundwater extraction and
treatment,

An alternative was considered for each category required by the NCP,
(See FS, vol, 1, Figure 5.2) (Record # ) The deteminations

in the FS as to attainmment, exceedance or non-attainment of applicable
and relevant public health and environmental standards was made

prior to SARA beiny enacted.

The total capital cost, total operation and maintenance cost and tatal
_present worth are presented beiow for each alternative.

Altarnative Total Capital Cost Total Q&M Cost Total Present Worth*

i ) 0 0
2 $44,976,000 $4,659,000 $49,635,000
3 12,275,900 5,235,000 17,510,000
4 28,281,000 4,730,000 36,981,000
5 9,034,090 4,929,000 13,963,000
6 11,845,000 5,614,000 17,459,000

7 10,536,000 7,200,000 17,736,000
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*Present worth is bdsed on a 1) percent interest rate and a 30 year J&M
periad,

In accordance with the NCP, a detailzd analysis of the asseabled alter-
natives was performed, The factors evaluated were technical considera.
tions, pudblic health, weélfare and environmiental impacts, institutional
concerns and cost.

A sumary of the detailad evaluation of alternatives is presentea in
Table 5.14 from the FS.

SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The altarnative recommended by EPA in the FS was a modification of number
7: Soil vapor extraction and nultimedia cap/Groundwater extraction and
treatment, This alternazive, with ninor modifications discussed delow,
is the selected ramedy fur the site,

The criteria for selecting this remedy are contained in the NCP at 40 CFR
Part 300.64(j) and Section i21 of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthori.
zation Act of 1986, Public Law 99-499, 100 Stat, 1613 (1986) or “SARA",
In adgition, a Necenber 24, 1985 memorandum titled “Interim Suidance on
Superfund Selection of Remedy” from J, Winston Porter, Assistant Admini.
strator to Regfonal Adrinistrators and other regional management was
taken into consideration in selecting an alternative.

The vapor extraction system selected for implementation at the Seymour
site would renove a sudbstantial amount of the estimated 200,000 pounds

of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that are present in the soil in hign
concentrations, The VOCs are yenerally tne most mobile and toxic com-
pounds present at the site, The endangerment assessment identified thisg
group of compounds as posing the yreatest threat to human health via
yroundwater ingestion since the majority of these compounds are carcino-
gens and are present in nhigh concentrations. (R, vel, I, Page 9-73)
\Record # ) The non-volatile organic compounds would remain in the
soil, However, these campounds are relatively immobile and may hiodegrade
over time, The application of soil nutrients in order to stimulate bio-
deyradation is included in the selected alternative, This alternative
utilizes treatment technologies and reduces the mobility, toxicity and
volume uf hazardous substances at the Seymour site to the maximun extant
practicable,

. A detailed pilot study was envisioned in EPA's recommended alternative

in the FS. Mowever, based on reports submitted by the defendants in

this case (see Hydro Geo Chem Report and Geraghty and Miller Report,

hoth dated April 28, 1987) (Record # and # ), it is
reasonable to yather additional site dats needed to design a soil

vapor extraction system, apply nutrients to stimulate biodegradation,
fnstall the soil vapor extraction system, and then construct the
multi-media cap. This phasing of implementatfon of the system minimizes
the aaditional time the contaminited solis are exposed to the envirgmment
and is therefore preferadble to the pilot study proposed in tne FS,

/




i

Tabie §.0¢
SCIALLAD PUMEATION MeaMaS BTRIB

Altornalivg }

Glfsita Ssl) Biagess)/Usrenstustor

Sitesnalive )

Ongite Soit Disgpess|/sovatvetes

!

Mtersetive )

E— X .1l N

T80k of direct Cosloect wilh eoil wr
.x‘d osaleninasls (9 grapadveter,

Onduces
Soachi

siok of Slrect pastect vith seld

Sedwoss

Allene continud selease of hasasdous

substances cousing wsacceplabls pblle

hoalth sisk,

Tecamiced

Criterse

182,
Sfer punpliog L ime weuid
&8 pents Lo Tesch e
seundusies Coatns

te

Sish of Glrect castect with .
s te
* emsite ACBA-tipe
coguird

oguire
long tore
il be
soguire @
ot Gunuet o8

ensite doee ost
K:"

B { 3 phesed wmsstrec-
the Jandifil leatellatien

y Q1eitcuit,

(ﬂhﬂo couid lake @
jasel destiucties.

peesl is o RCM type londdid) 2o

Quatte Jondfiil witd
oF sslatensacs Lo aseure ite
rou.
1
ow aguiler puapling

60 geears (o roech the in

Gnsite
oie.
ale
A
Bhe)
conoes ¢

te

t is
bowd 13

yunpleg tise
10 ouch Lhe

to e

[ =]
volune of soll encovetled cenplet les

te 2.8 poars. Dlspessl ol
@00 ast ewuit (& cConteningatl

oroundugior cancye rish beved,

oguite 40 Lo 60 years

o]
dnstsuctios. Mrlornence of uitissle

olfective sed relisbie.
Stagasad ot o M lesdfiil fo conelidesed
teliable. shaliow aguiler

teke

Llandd

wil)

| M

o loaching of cantenivestis 10 grewnd-
wetar. Sall escavelion and &

(37 %

-4

[TY]

B
t1$ 33
3! r;}
250 10
i
e™% °*2.
R
g:i! i

=
l!: 13
LA
;;’s' id
-_5' £
i I
i i
ki i

oo} reduced Lo

Conces busith sioh fren
<isb0® camite.

[
w

1

olse salst leg
st
| ]

vishe enlet fer @rect

csetect with escoveled setl. Coaoeg
vishs

..::.3“ 9Ngee boluese
senges

siek ‘
[ =1 T
Adiic weltd

togeetien ond sheotphion of
woltes. Conver tl-Alfw

-

Adlic lnalld Nblic health

Cuttocia

iiaited to baCel pupuiatiae.,

A
IR

Susetlion of gutestial eagoesute (s
Sndeilalls leg sells sod greeter Lhan
B yeass lov shallew grouadvetes.

Eepasuse

T

w

v

7ish sefuoed fe: Lesvestrisd

aiosls end aguel ic orgeaiues.,

toduced fes tevrosttteld
onfosis and eguet ic

erganions.

192 soduced lor
s end aguatic

Soi) enpaseste ¢
torrestiied snlanld

osganiens.

Sol}) enpomure
ot
other loce) levrentsiel o apatic

Lecs) vegetatics snd bugrewing eaitels
woy be olliecied heough wptobe ot
eslasle.

Atsect ceslect wilh essite seil.

lovant ¢lem-

AlS agplicebie el te

811 applicmbie and yelsvast slondarde will

1) wplicabie ead selevant stendes &y s

cosle bDiscancentsel 108 gay 4l lect

soynise less

038} be ant. CERCLA gosls
wit) 0o al. Desddus ey Be -

dordn
st
permil

loted which wil) thee
stelegent fiesl Glapusel.

soguist fose ansl be
ost. Lecel sening ond Sullding cofes mmst

weales will be Glspesed of emeite tectmical
alow be conplisd with.

po- S0 set. CEXCLA gnola vil) e ovt. Sieme
anopes ey camplisnce with ACRA

ire ceaplience.
Mdu-lp‘

appraved fectiity.

'm'“ .‘x

o4l) bo anl. CERCLA gesis will Do aat.
otes sust he 44

Siace vestas ese Lo he
altsite, XXM

¢ site dues

e

treltipd b wasl
ast evet lhnnd(‘m‘u‘%
is

Saatiow aguites 35 vielelten . of
capcws 1isk level.

last (4wt baned

Critesta

$17,510,000 $36,981.030

$49,0635,000

e e ——— —



o

Qsen Wetasy
194

0Co°€96°€1¢

000°€5¥° L1

000'9€L° L15

‘qVs

p2pdenn 3q )T SEped ButpiTng pue

Sipeny 19w) ‘oyoen sOu(d sy 1118

LA 41N

00 Wl Yoy

“IIn poitdony oy Wan st SNTPting Pue

Suguss jeoeg S)jeee eyl SYR) 11Ia WP IIEW
-880 SINIE ‘4B 3q (118 Stewd VIND) e

oQ 1110 CPIPW I WOAS{S1 Pue SIEI1 100 10y

- yan

110 BSg ORI W
4 (110 SPITPuUET Weas|8) put STV 180 1Y

‘qIIa pot1dueD og 1S Sepa0 BUIPL YNy PUe
N -

Sujens (8397 521900 0014 sy
-SN) S3WIS ‘308 OF $1§R S¢

s1ood YINga) 1am 8q V1A PIP
-Wy)e JNeasias Pun SiqeO|idde Y1y

i EMIICO8D SONEE VW oY LIS

‘pormassuen 9f €93 My)e rouyee

19927005580 29) PONPes YS|2 smesdue ()08

PO )INS ISV

) M 80 SINBIEN 19101 80200)

Lt gl )]
tvymaRe st angy

tieg

1032300130} 29} 9

m) peONpes yBys Ssvsedss (jog

”er

‘Sujdond jo srved op
o, o IOV)C (8aBy P8y sSOW)
9-0111 89) w0y} SEat Ay pinegs

012 M3 wew)
‘:;ll* vy o

Sutdond jo sreed

SO O} OF 39)1)0 18401 WY1 OWE

mejeary e M) M) PO VeSS TIee

sunq 1) resomin 20))nbe an) | one
poe weg)esado 108038 ghneryy 9 ob

NS Pees el

*aoysds oy I0Ie S0

~punesh poyessde At2edord ¢ Waery) pured; e

-1He 89 J11a oedwm :&n-nl LITTY

Anylpns po ssvel ot

$C sonte 1T ;-n 200003 o GLFL 54y SOy
00| O PIAOYS SUE W INNTESD 2031000 an))ogs

g ss spencdeso 39

¢ Beoai0s 110 39) 101 wered saesd ¢
1T I0( 1l SRT S0F eSINSA) ORI )

o)
aepiam poe
Ntem NIy

‘OUBuNa | 10} p8

231 SO ) EONPUNISTEE We).0001 Saynbes
1 Gy *oNeus o GURl» @) PEIPS: {100

I8 PVWED I0IP G28) WII NN MOW)

% avyyvys

") S1ef SNV INED Jo B INISS| SN FRIEN

11In Sujuven (100 vsved 9 ) € TO0YIet 24G;
30§ °‘S8808AVIM I3 5)) GSASTY 9} SI0N NN

asey-Soey o21nbes ft1a v

1 S14 A0 ewp
‘PO JINL 10D PSR

P

o0q Su3 J01) SN0 ¢ 01N> 9} PEINPRS (|08
QIS INWNO PEIY W92) W Iy J5008)

oy (110

lodhd ) Lot bl
Mg ol L

Sil SMENe @) SOWEs B0 BN

4 -Gung a2tubes 3010 b0)
-we s ong s0q 3 sy) SUVIV Syftas

war 1GNP B8) WS VN 2OW)

9-0171s ) PEINPRs ({08 Giia 10}

*yoa0y

[ L]

o 83 9 ssynhos

ttia soty SovAund s0)inbe aetives

WIS oued 3eeugenesd

" e &) sreed

“jeast W1s sewed

0npunesd o MITT YY) VO 9} el ¢§ )
¢ s3ynBe1 (1fa eng) Betlnd 20)100 AelioNE

11}
<

or ero]
10)1vbe avyyoug

’_ﬂl' ﬂu.‘l oy &
*eoiIsRIR P 8014400 e} § sat YeRINN(Y Sog

) ot *s)nhes 111a soy) buy

2OW03 soy0agene b

M ]
Setdiv 20) § SaTYERINIIY ooy
“eresd { 9) | WBQR 0] peyesede

» 1)1s sl e PIOTIVe sedes
19¢ om)  “900) ) IPuED OV10 JEB W)

retefias spynbes

1in &> sy ‘otqeites 3y Suydla oyive)

“Se0NDR] 3507 30 Sse)-Buey

L 4]

“OU] JINRI S0P ST IOIOPIND 99 %00 WO
oonp Guydie) -sseel en) o) S0 oYy preey o>

M) jo ey widen)

o

)

el

P 0) §IN0QE 2aj peressde 59 ))is wapsis
Y Sefasesip #)

GWOR (108 R)18-01 Sy “PUR|)IpuED 8)i8

N1 Q1A seeeeaq e

9 sved
[ 1]

1 tx' Sortieyep o)
[ ] u.mnnuo
o) sreeep

ts ssaneng 10
a0 Crerenp

19000 {100 NIS-0T "M en

"l.

4 6} poem (1A

-punnsh @) S 1esn|ee (ved ¢ Beigwe Gue)-Buet

1
3 po Sutgonet S30)-0usy pue {100
e PN 1SN §O Y12 seDRpeg

sonn)
teoreysag

Tenewn 30 Segeovet

0 oy 0y

19 1108 QIR IINWEO 1INV O WA seONpay

PUT 1108 QIR VNS 134219 o Y seONpEy

20 0aguin ) /de) e)peny 190
§ Sepjeesenty

'y
PO 08§ 330 NNy 28 Yerpune 1) /de)
oIpuny i ‘buiuton 1198 asis.of

A0 S1P0N- 1 1A "E131302) sedes
¢ ssqrousey(y

9 sagyeusenly

FIS0 APVOmS NDILWrIIE @r1)vANe
(ponay youd)
s sty




- .-

N idasca i) - ne - o e -~

A o—

0
4

The multi-nedia cap would provide protection fram direct contact with
the ramaining contaninants end substantially reduce the threat of long-
tem aiyration of remaining non-strippadble contaninants into the en.
viromment, ‘

The yroundwater extraction component of the selected remedial action
is sgcheme 1, Scheme 1 includes dowmyradient extraction wells at the
site boundary tn cosbinatios with the plume stabilization well, The
goal is to meet the cleanup levels listed in a later section of tnis
document and to prevent uncontaminated portions of the shallow aquifer
fraa deing contaminated aove thesa cleanup levels,

This scheme is nearly as effective In restoring the aquifer to cleanyp
levels as scheme 2, which was recomended in the FS, According to model-
ing projections, ‘schene 2 is advantageous because it will restore the
aquifer quickly and maintain a hydraulic gradient from the deep agquifer
toward the snallow aguifer, HOwever, scheme 2 adds an additional level of
operat ional and maintenance difficulty because of the injection well,

If the inteyrity of the cap is conpromised for maintenance of the injec.
tion well included in scheme 2, additional leaching of contaminants from
the soil to the groundwater could take place, Additional leaching would
prolong yroundwater quality restoration, Scheme 1 also costs less than
schene 2, The simplicity in operation and maintenance of scheme 1 makes
it the selected yroundwater extraction conponent. (See Fetter corres-
pencence, July 2, 1987 and Gerayhty & Miller Report, April 28, 1987)
(Recors » and Record # )

Scheme 3 costs considerably more than the other two schemes and is auch
less reliable because of the difficulty of installing the slurry wall ang
the potential fatlure of the slurry wall,

For the deep aguifer, additional evaluation, and extraction and treatment
if necessary, are required as part of the selected remedy, The wells
should be of adequate design, number anc location to allow for rapid
detection of contaminants migratiny off-site and to enabla extraction

of contaninated jroundwater 1f necessary. Part of this evaluation
shoula include & time-series analysis of water guality from monitoring
well 222. This will aid in detemining the consistency of the contam-
ination and possibly the extent of contanination nesr this monitoring
well, Extraction of contaminated yroundwater for treatment and dis.
charye should occur 1f contaminant concentrations above the cleanyp

"levels are detected at ur beyond the site boundary, Treatment and

gischarye can be perforaed in the same manner as yroundwater extracted
from the shallow aquifer. The treatment system for the shallow
aquifer must De sized or provisions made for upyrading the system for
the potential flow from the deep aguifer, [n addition to immediate
punping of the deep aquifer, if concentrations exceeding the cleanup
standards are detected, a plan for further investigation or additional
ranedial action must be prepared,

The yroundwater treatment and discharye components of the selected remedy
are atr stripping, mixed-media filtrition and carbon adsorption with the
treated water beinj aischarged to the sewer system leading to the Seymour
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PUTW. The treatment components can be modified to most efficiently meet
discharge criteria ultimately to be set by the POTW. (See discussion on
pages 37-40) The discnarge criteria will be establishea to Irevent upset
of the POTW, pass through of contaminants to the East Fork of the white
River and interference or accumuiation in the POTW's sludge.

[n addition to the soil and groundwater operable units, the selected
remedy also includes the features common to all alternatives, except
no action. These features are discussed on page 19 above.

Alternative 1, no action, is not acceptable for the Seymour site Decause
of the existing ard potential threats to human health and the environ-
ment, These risks were summarizad earlier in this document.

Alternative 4, which includes incineratior, ha3 the distinct advantage
that if operated properly, it would destroy the oryanic hazardous Sub-
stances present in the soil. For certain waste types, this technology
may be appropriate, but at the Seymour site, the volatile organics pose
the main threat to human health and the environment, and vapor extraction
is & less costly and mechanically simpler system for removing VUCs,

In adaition, tnere are safety and environmental risks associated with
incineration technolo?y. Other adisadvantages associated with incCinera-
tion are the potentis¢l lony time needed to obtain approval to operate,
the disposal of ash and the total system cost. The ash must be

nandled as 3 hazardous waste unless it can be demonstrated it is not

& threat to human health and the environment. The caost for the
incineration alternative is more than twice the cost for the selected
vapor extraction alternative., The estimated cost of incinerating

soil has a high degree of uncertainty based cn the limited amount of
experience with incineration of soils. OUn balance, it is EPA's
judgment that for this site, the benefits that can be realized from
the vapor extraction alternative are superior to the incineration
alternative due to the complexity of implementation, the safety and
environmental risks, and the high cost of incineration in relation to
other effective alternatives.

Alternative 6, in-situ sofl washing, has many of the same advantages as
vapor extraction, such as enhancing natural processes to reduce the con-
taminant concentration, and minimizing excavation., From the human health
and environmental oerspective, however, in-situ soil washing creates the
potencial for relatively less mobile contamirants to be flushed into the
ayuifer that, under natural conditions, would take many years to migrate
to the groundwater or would never reach the aquifer if the site was cap-
ped. Unce the contaminants reach the shallow aquifer, the groundwater
extraction system may not capture these relatively immobile compounds be-
rause of their slow migration rates; thus, the potestiai remains for long-
term pudblic health and envirommental risks from groundwater contamination,
This risk is unnecessary since the vapor extraction System would remove
the YUCs, which are of primary concern, by extracting them from the sur-
face and a cap would be installed to prevent additional leaching of <on-
taminants to the shallow aquifer., I[n addition, in order for soil washing
to be implemented at the Seymour site, the upper one foot of soi) would
need to be removed, or otherwise altered to increase its permeabiltty.
Tnis soil cover was placed on the site's surface after the surface clean-
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up was performied in 1983, [t has a low enough pemeability to limit n.
filtration into the highly contaminated soils, theredy reducing the
effec:iveness of the washing process, As proposed in tne FS study, this
s0il would be placed in a RCRA-type landfill in the triangular area in
the northeast part of the site., The nead for soil excavation also causes
soil washing to be less suitable and desirabie for implementation at the
Seymour site compared to vagor extraction, The cost of this alternative
is camparable to that of vapor extraction,

Alternative 2, which includes offsite soil disposal at an EPA-approved
facility, is not selected for several reasons, Primarily, SARA makes

off site disposal the least preferred remedial technology. (SARA, Section
121(p} (1)) Off site disposal may not be able to be completed prior to the
effective Jaze of the RCRA land disposal restrictions for CERCLA wastes;
therefare treatment of the soil would dDe ~eyuired, adding to tne cost of
this alternative, (RCRA, Section 3004(d) and (e)) Excavation of the soil
would create uncontrolled releases of volatile oryanics into the air as
we!) as the potential for promoting the flushing of contaninants

into the yroundwater during rainfall, Excavation also poses a risk

to the construction workers on site Dy increasing the potential for

them to come in contact with the contaminants, The selected vapor
extraction alternative requires ninimal o :urbance of the soil

since it is an inesity technoloyy. Transpo-tation of the contaminatad
soil increases the risk to human heaith, we'fare, ar ‘e environment
from accidents and spills alony public roadways. ... +.«w Of the

fact that lamfills are subject to leakage, long-term . negative human
health and envirommental impacts could occur at the facility whera the
wastes are dispo.,ed of, Moreover, the present worth for this alternative
i3 more than tnree times the cost for the selected in-sity soil vapor -
extraction alternative,

Alternative 3, which includes on site landfilling of the contaninated
s0il, has many of the same potential negative aspects as offsite land.
fillinyg mentioned in the previous parayraph, Although the risks
associated with transportation would not apply, all the wastes would
reanain onsite. The waste volume, toxicity, and mobility would be the
save. Since tne wastes are not treated, they could create a long-tem
problem should the onsite landfil]l leak, The estimated cost for
Alternative 3 is about the same as for the selected alternative, but
EPA pelieves It would represent greater risks to human health/welfare
and the environment and does not satisfy the statutory prefarence in SARA
for permanent solutions and treatment to the maximum extent practical,
. (SARA, Section 121(0)(1) Therefore alternative 3 is not cost effective;
nor does it protect pudblic human ard the anviromment to the same degree
as the selected alternative, As in alternative 2 above, RCRA landfill
restrictions may be in effect prior to completion of this remedial action.
Therefore, treatment such as incineration would he necessary prior %0 dis-
posal, increasing the cost of this alternative, This would make this
alternative equivalant to alternative 4, whicn has already been discussed,

Alternative 5, which includes a multi-media cap and jroundwater extraction
and treatment, 1s not selected since EPA bdelieves if the cap fails, there
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is a significant of additional leacning of contaninants into the
shallow ayuifer because the soils are not treated, The statutory
preference for treatment which oermanently and significantly reduces
the volume, toxicity or mobility of nazardous sudbstances ts not
satisfied, This causes alternative 5 to De not as protective of
hunan health and the enviromient 45 the selected alternative, (See FS,
Vol, 1, pp.5-10 and 11) {(Record ¢ ) The selected alternative
includes installation of a multimedia Cap, but only in combination
with in-sity soil vapor extraction, It is believed that the vapor
extraction component should yreatly reduce the concentration of vOCs,
the most mobile and toxic chemicals at the site, in the unsaturated
soils,

The cost of the selected alternative is higher than the cost of alter.
nativa 5; however, EPA believes that the greatar treatment and subse-
quent human nealtn and enviromnental protection offared by the selected
alternative outweighs the additional costs.

COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS ANC CLEANUP STANDARDS

This section identifies the requirements of the environmental laws, regula-
tions and policies that are applicable or relevant and appropriate standards .
(ARARS) for the selected alternative for the Seymour site, :

Cleanuy standards myst insure that the remedy is protective of human health
and the envirorment. (See SARA Section 121(d)(1)) '

Applicable reyuirements are cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria or
limitations protulyated under Federal or State law tnat specifically
address & hazardous substance, pollytant, contaminant, remedial action,
iocation or other circumstance at a site, A requirenent is “applicable”
if the remedial action or circumstances at the site satisfy all of tne
jurisdictional prereguisites of the requirement,

Relevant and appropriate requirements are cleanup standards, standards

of contral, and other envirommental protection requirements, criteria or
Timitations promulgated under Federal or State law that, while not legally
“agplicable” to a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remezial
action, location or other circumstance at a site, address prodblans or
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that
their use 1s well suited to that site,

“A reyuirement that is judyed to be relevant and appropriate must be
complied with ta the same degree as if it were applicadble., However,
there 15 more discretion in this detemination: f{t is possidle for only
part of a requirement to he considered relevant and appropriate, the

rest beiny dismissed {f judged not to be relevant and aporopriate in a
given case.” (Interim Guidance on Campliance with Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements, o, 3, from J, Winston Porter,

dated July 9, 1987) (Record # )

2
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uhile non-promulgated advisories or juidance documenis issued hy Federal
or State yovernments do not have the status of potential ARARs, they

May be considered in detemining the necessary levei of cleanup for pro.
tection of numan health and the enviromaent, (See [nterim Guidance on
Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements, from
J. Winston Porter, dated July 9, 1987),

GROUNDWATER

Four yroups of federal standards and criteria and other health-based
levels were considered in detemining the ARARS for the groundwater
cleanup standards for tre remedial action at the Seymour Site,

MCLG -~ Maximum Contaminant Level Goals established under the Safe Drink.
ing Water Act. MCLGs are nonenforceable health yoals, set at levels
where no known or anticipated adverse health effects will occur in ex-
posad people, and which allow for a maryin of safety.

MCL - Maximun Contaminant Levels established under the Safe Drinking

Water act, -These are the maximun contaminant concentrations allowed

in regulated pudlic water supplies. Levels are based on a chemical's
tuxicity, treetabilicy (including cost consideration), and analytical
limits of detection,

RCRA Groundwater Protection Standards -« RCRA Groundwater Protection
Standards established under 40 CFR Section 254,94 include Background
Concentrations, Maximum Concentration Limits, and Alternate Concentra-
tion Limits (ACLs). These standards are specified in pemits issueq
tu hazardous waste management facilities pursuant to RCRA,

WC - Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Human Health established under
the Clean Water Act. The original wWOC assumed that people drank con-
tainated surface water and ate contaminated fish that lived in chag
water, The Superfund program has adapted these criteria to groundsater
by calculating the corresponding contaninant concentration for
expasure to cantaminated drinking water alone. (Superfund Pupnltic
Healtnh Evaluation Manual, October 1986) (Record # )

potential ARARS

A. Safe Drinking Water Act--MCLGS and MCLs apply at the tap to “public
© water systems, which are water systems having at least 15 service
connections or regularly serving at least 25 individuals, (42
U.8.C. section 300(f){4)) A public water system has not been
contaminated by the Seymour site; therefore, SDWA standards
are not "applicable” to the site, Whether these standards are
“relevant and appropriate” to the site is discussed below,

1 . -'CLGS--
Jection 121(a)(2) of SARA mandates that remedial actions
require a level or standard of control that attaing MCLGs
if they are relevant and appropriate under the circum-
stances at a site, As cleanup yoals, MCLGS may De rele-

38




-30-

vant to remedial actions at Superfund sites where the
groundwater at the site is or may be used for drinking
witer. Although most area residences are connected to
the Seymour municipal water system, the agquifers at the
Seymour. site are used for drinking water, (See RI, vol. 1,
pv. 9-21) (Record # . ) MCLGs may therefore be
"relevant” to the remedial action at the site; however,
they are not “appropriate.,” EPA's "[nterim Guidance

on Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements™ states on page 9 that MCLS are yenerally
the relevant and appropria~e cleanup standard for ground.
wite: that may be used for drinking., (Record # )
(MCLs are discussed below), Unlike MCLS, MCLGS are

based entirely on health considerations and 4o not take
cost or feasibility into account, As health goals,

MCLGs are set a1t levels where no known or anticipated
health effects may occur, including an adequate maryin

of safety, MCLs ars regquired to be set as close as
feasible to their respective MCLGS ana are set at the
same levels as MCLGUS for noncarcinoyens, MCLS are the
standards for pudlic water supplies, EPA has therefore
determined that MCLs, rather that MCLGs, are relevant

and appropriate as cleanup standards for groundwater

that may be used for drinking water, such as the aquifers
at the Seymour site, (See also correspondence dated May
21, 1987 from Lee M, Thomas to the Honorable James J.
riorio) (Record # )

2. MCLs - MCLs are "relevant” to the remedial action at the
§eymour site because the aquifers are or may be used for
drinking water, MCLs are "appropriate” because they set
enforceable drinking water standards for public water
supplies, (See July 9, 1987 “Interim Guidance on Compli-
ance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Require-
ments” and the May 21, 1987 Lee M, Thomas letter to the
Honorable James J, Florio) (Record # and
» ) As MCLs apply to water at its point of distrie
bution {"at the tap"), thase levels are appropriate for
groundwater at this site because residential wells that
would use the aquifers generally have minimal or no
treatment, Thus, these standards will have to be applied
in the groundwater itself to ensure safe levels at the
tap.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - The RCRA regulations

applicable to facilities treating, storing or disposing of hazardouc
waste became effective November 19, 1980, (See 40 CFR sections
264.1 and 265.1). The Seymour facility ceased operating and
accepting wastes prior to that date, These regulations are
therefore not legally “applicable” to the Seymour facility for

the yroundwater cleanup, Whether RCRA regulations are "relevant

and appropriate” to this site is discussad below,

&
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l. Listed Maximum Concentration Limits - The yroundwater pro-

Tection standards at d) CFR section 253.,94(a)’2) list
- maximum concentration limits for fourteen compounds. There

are listed levels for three contaminants of concern at the
Seymoyr site, The levels listed at 40 CFR 264,94(a)(2)
are 50 uy/) for lead, 10 ug/) vor cadmium, and 1,000 ug/]}
for bariun, These levels are based on the Safe Drinking
Water ACt MCL, which is set at a level protactive of
numen health and the environment, Thesa levels are
therefore “relevant and appropriate” for the groundwater
cleanup at the site,

2. Alternate Concentration Limits (ACLs) - EPA may estab-
Tish AGLS 1n Tieu uf background Tevels or listed maxinum
contaninant levels if the ACL "will not pose a sudstan-
tial present or potential hazard to human health or the
environment as lony as the [ACL] is not exceeded.," 3u
CFR § 264.94(p). Section 121(d)(2)(B)(11) of CERCLA
restricts the use of ACLS as cleanup standards for on-site
cleanups that assume a point of human exposure beyond
tne facility's boundaries, The selected remedy for the
Seymour site does not assume a point of human exposure
to cantaminants exceeding ACLS beyond the facility boundary:
the cleamup standards are reguired to be met at the boundary,
Therefore, the CERCLA Section 121(a)(2)(B)(ii) restriction
on the use of ACLS as cleanup standards does rot apply

- at thig site, ACLS are “relevant and appropriate”
requirements for the groundwater cleanyp at the Seymour
site, excapt for those contaminants with a maximum concentra-
tion limit listed at 40 CFR Section 264.94(a)(2) (discussed
ahove) that are sufficiently protective of human healtn
and the envirgament, When the overall health hased cleanup
standards of 1 x 105 at the site boundary, 1 x 10°5 at
the nearest receptor, and the Hl of | are met, by definition
the concentrations of the the individual contaninants in the
yroundwater will not present a threat to human health and
environment, Those residual concentrations are .the ACLS.

3. Background Levels - RCRA groundwater protection regulations
bequ}?a that the concentration of a hazarous constituent
must not exceed dackground or the listed maximum concen-
tration Vimit or the ACL. The listed maximum concentration
limits for barfum, lead and cadmium, must be met at the
site. ACLs for other contaninants will be based on the
remaining concentration of a particular contaminant in the
yroundwater at the time the overall level of protection
for numan health and the environment is met. Background
levels are therefore not relevant and appropriate cleanup
stangards for the Seymour site,

Water Nuality Criteria (WQC) Established Under the Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act is not leyally "applicadble” to the groundwater
cleanup at the site, with the exception of pretreatment requirements
(aiscussed below) for discharye of :@reated ygroundwater tc the Seymour
POTW, With this exception, there is no current or planned point
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source discharge from tne facility to surface waters, Section 121(d)
(2) of SARA reyuires remedial actions to attain WQC wnere the criteria
are “relevant ant appropriate under the circumstances of the release
or threatened release.” This detemination is dbased on the designated
or potential use of the water, the media affected, the purposes of the
criteria, and the latest infomation availaole,

The aquifers beneath the site are current and potential sources of
drinking water, and the shallow aquifer at times discharyes to Northwest
Creek and the Von Fange Ditcn., Therefore, WQL that have been adapted
for arinking water only {(in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation
Manual, Record ’ ) ana WlC for protection of freshwater aquatic
organisms are “re Tevant and appropriate” for the groundwater cleanup
for the site,

Other Standards Necessary to Protect Human Health and the Environment

In addition to these potential ARARs, the following none-promulgated
advisory standards were considered in detemining yroundwater cleanup
levels that are necessary for chemicals for which there are no ARARs
or where an ARAR is not sufficiently protective of human healtn

or the enviromment,

HA - Health Advisories developed under the Safe Drinking Water Act for
contaninants not having a MCL. Health Advisories may apply to short
tem exposure, lony tem exposure or chronic exposure,

RfQ - Verified Reference Doses developeﬂ by an intra-ayency EPA work-
group. These values represent an acceptable daily intake of noncarcino-
yenic chemicals (or, for a carcinoyen, an acceptable daily intake of
that chemical consideriny its nancarcinogenic toxicity). The corres-
ponding acceptable concentration of a contaminant in drinking water

is calculateg by assuming that a typical 7Q kg person drinks 2 liters

of water per day.

Concentration {mg/1) = RFD(mg/kg/d)x (70 kyg)/[2 1/4d]

PF - Potency Factors developed by EPA to characterize the potency of

2 yiven carcinogen. These factors are used to estimate the incremental
increase in cancer in a large group of people due to chronic exposure
to a carcinogen at a given concentration, The calculations assume
_that a typical person weiyns 70) kg and drinks 2.)iters of .contaninated
water per day. Assuming a linear dose response curve (appropriate for
risk below 0.01):

Risk = PF({my/ky/d)<l) x concentration (mg/1) x (2 1/d] / (70 xg]

Determination of Cleanup Standards

The MCLs, which are ARARS for yroundwater at the Seymour site, are used
as cleanup levels where available and where they provide sufficient
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protection of human health and the environment, taking into account
curwlative health effects.

U.S. FPA's policy on cleanuy standards for Supertund ;ites considers

an excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10=4 to 1 x 10-/ to be an accep-

tatle cleanup level:. -(See¢ July 9, 1987 “Interim Guidance on Compliance
w:*h Applicable o Relevant and Appropriate Requirements,” page 9)

(Record # ) The exact excess cancer risk acceptable is based

on site specific circumstances. The 1 x 10°6 risk level has generally

been applied at Supetfund sites in the past.

A, Carcinogenic Effects

As discussed abave, MCLs are ARARS for the groundwater cleanup at the
Seymour si1te. At the Seymour site, chloroform cleanyp standardas are

heing compared _to the MCL for total trihalomethanes because there is

no specific standard for chloroform and it is a trihalomethane,

When determining whether MCLs and other standards are protective of
human health and the envirnnment, the possible effects of simultaneous
exposure to many contaminants were considered, For the carcinoygenic
compounds with proposed MCLs, the carcinogenic risk assoctated with
the proposen MCL was calculated using the potency factor. The cumula-
tive risk from exposure to these compounds is assumed to be additive,
rather than synergistic or antagonistic. (See Superfund Public Health
Evaluation Manual, QOctober 1986) (Record # ) The adaitive risk
of the six organic carcinogens z¢ their proposed MCLs s 4 x 10-4

The total excess cancer risk in the groundwater at the Seymour Site
for all carcinogenic contaminants (including those with no MCLs) would
increase the 4 x 104 risk because any concentration of a carcinogenic
contaminant has an associated risk, This total risk is not acceptable
because it is not within EPA's acceptable risk range of 1. x 104 to 1
x 10-7, (See FS Guidance and Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual)
(Records and # ) This cumulative risk level and a
number of other factors create a need for cleanup standards that are
more stringent than MCLs, These factors include: a larye mumber of
contaminants (hoth carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic) are present in the
groundwater and there is a limited understanding of these contaminants'
curulative effect on human health and the environment; low levels of
contaminants (below the MCLs) will continue to migrate when the extrac-
tion system is terminated; and the aquifer is a potential source of
drinking water., A cumulative excess cancer risk that i< more st:ingent
than the MCLs 1s therefore necessary to ensure suffici:it wotaction

of human nealth and the environment,

EPA has determined that a cumulative excess cancer risk of 1 x 1U-5 for
groundwater cleanup 2t the Seymour site must be attained at and beyond
the site houndary. This risk level is within the acceptable risk

range (1 x 10-% to 1 x 10<7) and is appropriate for the circumstances
at the site, A number of the circumstances justify this risk level,
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This 1§ a conservative risk level that will provide protection of

nhuman health, A more conservative risk level is not required to be

met at the site boundary because there must be provisions during the .
cleanup for institutional controls on the area of the groundwiter { )
contamination plume; *he current land use of the area is agricultural; ~
and the area is zoned industrial for any future development, Also,

the groundwater- is currently highly contaminated which makes it more

difficult to restore the aquifer,

Consistent with the FS Guidance, a 1 x 10-6 excess cancer risk must be !
maint-<ned at the site's nearest receptor, (Record # ) (See Fig- 1
ure A.1l) on page 9 for the location of the nearest current receptor in

the shallow aquifer) This more stringent cleanup standard is necessary .
because no contamination nas been detected at this receptor to date

and the well is being used for watering livestock and possibly human
consumption,

e e T—— oy 0 E———

The procedure that must be used for calculating the excess cancer risk _
level is detailed in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manyal, {
(Recora # ) :

The cleanup level for groundwater was not determined considering the

potential carcinogenic effects from ingestion of the groundwater

in combination with the risks from inhalation of atr or ingestion of -

soil. Simultaneous exposure to contaminated air and groundwater is .

not expected because of the prohidition on the use of groundwater

until cleanyp is achieved, The atr emissions from the vapor extrar-

tion system are expected to fave ceased by the time the groundwatsr

ts usable, [f the vapor extraction system is still in operation, .
the cunulative excess lifetime cancer risk from air and groundwater g
at the nearest receptor must not exceed ! x 10-6. 1he soil is deing .
capped, SO any direct erposure to contaminaied 501l is eliminated,

In addition to meeting the total cumulative excess cancer risk level of
1 x 10°5 at the site boundary, the individual MCLs for the carcinogenic
campounds must also be met., The compounds to be considered in the
calculation of the cumulative excess cancer risk and thefr MCL are:

methylene chioride
tetrachlioroethene

1,1,2 trichloroethane
trichloroethene (MCL-S ug/l1)
vinyl cnloride (MCL-2 ug/l)

- benzene (MCL-5 ug/1)

- chloroform (MCL-100 ug/l)

-« 1,2 dgichloroethane (MCL-5 ug/l)
- 1,1 dichloroethene (MCL-7 ug/1)
- 1,4 dioxane ‘

This list includes all the carcinogens by the oral route of exposure
that have been identified in the groundwater, This l1ist of compounds
must be revised if other compounds are identified as possible, prodable
or known human carcinogens,

The cumulative risk calculation shall be performed in accordance with

the methods being enployed by EPA in the Superfund Public Health

Evaluation Manual and subsequent revisions in effect at the time the

calcuiations are performed, The toxicity data used shall be the most _
current data cantatined in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual ( \
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- or wailable from EPA's Cancer Assessment Group,

8. MNon Carcinogenic Effects

For noncarcinoyenic chemicals there is 3150 a need to establisnh an
overall cleanup level fur the groumd water, Again tnis need arises
because of the larye numder of contaminants in the yroundwater, The
method recamwnded t0 address effects of multiple noncarcinogenic
chamicals is the chronic nealth tadex (HI). The method is defined in
more detail in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual (SPHEM),
Jctooer 1986, (Record # ) '

The qualifications to the Hl process identified in the Superfund Pudlic
Health Evaluation Manua®! are recognized. However, the HI process is

a reasgnable procedure to attempt to take into consideration cunulative
noncarcinogenic health effects and will provide a conservative measure
of the potentiai threat to human health from contaminants in the ground
water., The justification for usimg this approach is based on the same
site specific circumstances described in parayraph A above reyarding the
1 x 13-5 excess lifetime cancer risk level,

The total Ml for the following compounds shall not exceed 1, .

barium (MCL-50 ug/!) methylene chloride

vinyl chloride (MCL-2 ug/1)

- denzene (MCL-5 ug/1) - nickel

- Copper - pheno) '

- 2-butanone - tetrachloroethene

- caonium (MCL-10 ug/l) - toluene

- chloroform - 1,1,1 trichlorcethane
- ethyl benzene - aylenes

lead (MCL-50 ug/1)
manganese .

- In addition, for those contaninants that have MCLs, the MCL must not de
‘eceeded,

This 1ist was developed from cowpounds identified and used in the endan-
yement assessmert parformed as part of the RI, The list should de
updated as additional reference doses or other information becomes avail-
able and as MCLs are established for additional compounds,

-Tne calculatton of the HI shall be performed in accordance with the
Superfund Pudblic Health Evaluat fon Manual and subsequent revisions,
Reference doses used in this calculation shall de taken from the
Superfund Pudlic Health Evaluation Manual, (Record # )

The carcinoyenic risk level is expected to be the ultimate factor for
establisniny compliance with cleanup standards because of the low
concentrations associated with excess lifetime cancer risk levels,

In summary, the ARARS for ygroundwater cleanup standards for both the

shallow and deep aquifar are the MCLS from the Safe Drinking Water
Act, the listed max{mum concentration limits and ACLS as dfscussed at
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40 CFR Section 264,94, and the water qualimﬁfcriteria established
pursuant to the Clean uWater ACt,

In accordance with EPA policy (See "Interim Guidance on Compliance with
Applicadble or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements," dated July 9, 1387)
(Record # ) tne MCLs are first considered as cleanup standards
for the yroundwater. However,K because of cumulative health risks,

the MCLs were not Sufflc1ent\y prgtective of nhuman health, Therefore
health based standards of | x 1072 cumulative excess lifetime cancer risk
and a chronic health index not to exceed 1, are set for the yroundwater
c¢leanup standard at the site houndary, A1l x 10°6 excess lifetime
cancer risk must be met at the nearest curreat receptor, In addition,
the MCLS must, at a minimum, be met for a particular compound at toth
campliance points. Alihougn specific concentration lavels required

for cleanyp are not established at this time, the cumuylative risk
calculation and the ¢hronic HI calculation are dependent upon the
concentrations present in tne ground water, The health based standard
allows for evaluating different contaminants at different concentrations
that may be present in the groundwater at the time when the groundwater
axtraction systam may be terminated, Different compounds will be

renoved fron the groundwater preferentially, The mobility and oriyinal
conceatration of a contaminant will be among the factors that detemine
the time required for removal from the groundwater, Arriving at specific
concentration levels for individual contaminants dased on the cumulative
nealth risk ts consistent with the requirement for an ACL under RCRA
because they are protective of human health and the enviromment and
pecause of the direct relationship between the health based standard

and an associataed concentration level, The factors in 40 CFR Part
264 .94 (b) were considered when the cleanup standard was determined.

The cleanup standards are consistent with and more stringent than

the water quality criteria for protection of human health for con-

sumpt ion of water only and for the protection of fresh water aquatic
organfsms. The water ?uality criteria consider an excess cancer risk

of 1 x 10' tol x 10=/ for individual compounas to be an acceptable risk
rawye, g cleanup standard requires a cumulative excess cancer risk

of 1 x 102 at the site boundary, so excess cancer risks for_indiviqual
compounds must necessarily be within the 1 x 105 to 1 x 10-7 ranye
identified in the water quality criteria document,

C. Compliance Potnt

The point of compliance for the ARARs, the 1 x 10=5 cumulative excess
lifetime cancer risk level and the chronic HI of 1 1s at and beyond
the site bcundary; or fram a practical standpoint, the edge of the
cap., The remedial action includes a multi-media cap over the site,
Future use of the site is not envisioned, and deed restrictions
prohibiting use of the site are a part of the remedial action,
Therefore, the acuifers do not become actual or potential sources of
drinking water until they reach the site boundary, The site boundary
is therefore an appropriate point of compliance for yroundwater
c¢leanup scandards and is consistent with 40 CFR Section 264.95. A
second campliance potnt for the MCLs, the 1 x 19-6 cunulative excess
lifetine cancer risk and the chronic H! of 1 in the groundwater is the

v a5

L)




ngarest current receptor, The compliance points apply to both the
shallow and deep aquifers.

D. Technical Impracticability

The possibility exists of not beiny able to technically meet the clean-
up levels., Therefore provisions for making such a claim must be care.
fully davelopad. Section 121(b)(2) of SARA allows for a waiver, Gene-
rally the approach to a waiver of the cleanup levels based on tecmical
tmpracticability snould be based on infomation developed during the
operation of the selected ygroundwater extraction and treatment system,

A monitoring proyram must de carefully designed to develop needed in-
formation, This information must then be evzluated fram both an overal]
qualitative perspective and a quantitative perspective. The yualitative
evaluation should include, awng other things, water quality at extrac-
tion and monitoring wells, possible modifications to the extraction
systen that could help achieve cleanup levels, and an endanyerment assess-
ment of the impact of discontinuiny operation of the extraction system,
The quantitative evaluation should consider, among other things, a statis.
tical analysis of contaminant concentrations over time and the cunulative
~ass of contaninants Deing removed by the extraction system compared to
the mass of contaminants ramaining in the aquifer, The groundwater model
developed as a part of the R] must be calibrated and verified for con-
taminant mass transport to aid in predicting aquifer behavior and
detemining if cleanup levels are met at the detemined compliance points,

State ARARS

Based on infamation supplied by the State of Indianad in an August 3, 1386
letter from Harry John Watson [I] to Lawrence Kyte (Record # ), State
ARARS for yroundwater at the Seymour site include:

l. Narrative water quality standards and non-degradation
standards requiring waters to be free of substances which
are acutely toxic or cause serious adverse physiological
response, or are believed to De chronically toxic,
carcinoygenic, mutagenic or teratogenic, and

2. Munerical drinking water standards for public water supplies,

The State of Indtana has not identified these standards as more strin.
- gent than the Federal standards previously identified, Consistent with
the State's narrative standards, the reconmended cleanyp levels have
accounted for chronic health threats,

Discharge

For discharye and subsegquent treatment of extracted yroundwater, the ARARS
are dependcnt on the point of discharye. The Department of Public

works of the City of Seymour and [DEM nave preliminarily identified the
pretreatment standards for the metal finishing and electro-plating
industry to be appropriate for discharge to the Seymour sewer system

of treated yroundwater from the Seymour site,
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These pretreatment standards are: )
SUBSTANCE . MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION (mg/1)

Arsenic

Cadniun

Copper

Cyanide

Lead

Mercury

Nickel

Total Chromium

Zing

Phenols

011 ana Grease

Total Toxic Oryanics
Tota) Suspended Solids*
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vAverage datly discharye for four consecutive monitoring days,

A more thorough evaluation of water quality and the POTW's abiiity to :
handle the water must be performed as a part of the plume stabilization -
project and as a part of the final groundwater extraction systen,

This evaluation must %2 consistent with 40 CFR 403.5 and local PITHW
regulations, The najor criteria considered in 40 CFR 403.5 are pass
through the PQTW without treatment, interference with PQTW operation,
and contaninatton of POTW sludge,

[n order to discharye fran a Superfund site to a POTW, certain issues
identified in an April 15, 1986 memorandum entitled “Discharge of
wastewater fran CERCLA Sites Into POTWs" from Henry L. Lonyest,
Director, Off ice of Emergency and Remedial Response, Rebecca Hanner,
Director~, Office of Water Enforcement and Permmits, and Gene Lucero,
Director, Off ice of Waste Programs Enforcement, to Waste Management
Division Directors, Region <X and Water Manayenent Division Directors
Region [-X, must be evaluated,

The first issue that must be evaluated concerns the compatibility of
the discrarge with the POTW, An evaluation of the anticipated water
quality that would reach the POTW is provided in the Work.Plan for

" the Plume Stabiltzation Project, Because of the pretreatment bdeiny
provided at the site prior to discharge, and the treatment and dilu-
tion of the discharge at the POTU, no "pass tnrough® or interfer-
ence with the POTW's operations or accumulation in the sludge is ex-
pected, tHowever, this will have to be verified by continued monitc-
ring. No hazards are expected to employees at the POTW decause of
the pretreatment of the discharged water, The air stripper included
fn the treatment scheme will greatly reduce the concentration of VOCs
which could cause a hazard to employees of the POTW,

The yuantfity of water initially expacted to dbe discharyed during the
plume starilization project is less than 150 gpm, which is approximately
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208 of the excess capacity of tnhe Seyrmour POTW and approximately 153 %’(
of the averaje daily wastewater flow, The desiyn capacity of the ’
plant is 4.3 million gallons per day (nyd) and current averaye wastewater

flow is 3.2 myd, HOwever, it has bDeen noted from the [ndiana Department

of Environmental Management that hydraulic overloading of the plant

occurs during aad after periods of precipitation, (See corresponcence

fron Jacque:.ne W, Strecker to (Qavis Favero, dated August 22, 1986)

(Rmcord 8 ) Tnis factor must be taken into consideration when
datemining the operational parameters for the extraction/treatment
system,

T™he second point of consideration is the POTW's ability to ensure compli-
amce with applicable pretreatment standards and requirements, The Seymour
ITW nas an approved pretreatment progran, Monitoring reports will be pro-
vided tc the Seymour PUTH, The monitoring will either be performed through
funding of the Superfund progrzt, the State during the 0 & M period, or
responsible parties conducting the remedial action with EPA sversignt,

volatilization froa the wastewater is the next point to consider. As
stated above, an air stripper is a part of the selected treatment System,
[f detemined tO De necessary, air emission control equipment will be in-
stalled on the air stripper. The potential is low for significant volati.
Yization at the POTW becduse most VOCs will nave been volatalized during .
abr stripping. Should the air stripper not be included in the pretreat.

yent System Decause it is determined not to be necessary to meet pre-

treatment rejuirements, tnis point must be reevaluated.

T™e potential for groundwater contamination from transport of the
treated yroundwater or an impoundment at the POTW 1s the next concern,
Tme potential exists for ygroundwater contanination alony the sewer
systen transporting the treated water, Ajain the pretreatment at
the site minimizes any expected impact of leakage from the sewer

to the yroundwater, The area of ygreatest potentfal impact is fron
the site to the sewer's hookup with other lines from the industrial
park, At that point mixing would furthar ninimize any potential
impact of leakaye to yroundwater., A portion of the sewer line

was integrity tested during the plume stabilization project. The re-
sults are beiny evaluated,

The potential of groundwater contamination from an impoundment at the
POTW is diminished because of the pretreatment at the site and the
additiona)l treatment and mix at the plant, Groundwater monitoriny at-
‘the POTW is therefore not recomended specifically as a result of
receiving pretreated groundwater,

The next point of concern is the effect of water discharyed from the
Seymour site on maintaining water quality standards in the Sauth Fork
of the White River, the POTW's receiving strean, The results of the
evaluation contained in the Plume Stabilization Work Plan indicate
tnat tnere will de no detectadble levels of toxics in the discharge of
the POTW, (See Plume Stabilization Work Plan)(Record # )
Further evaluation of this concern will De perfomed, wWhen Tlow is
increased for the final remedial action, treatment mnust also be
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appropriate to assure water quality standards are maintained in \\';

the East Fork of the wWhite River, o/
The next point of concern is applicacility of other environmental

laws at the POTW because it has received a discharge from a Superfund
site. All water discharyed to the PUTW will mix with domestic waste
along Zhe transportation route to the POIW, Thererfaore RCRA require-
ments would not apply to the PUTW, (See 47 CFR Section 261.4)

Disposal of sludye is not anticipated to dbe a prodblem byt will de
evaluated more thoroughly during the process of receiving authorization
to discharye, Monitoring of the sluage will continue after dischargje
is started. No other environmental requirements have been identified
that would apply to the POTW Decause it is receiving wastewater

from a Superfund site,

The last point of concern is the cost of manaying water fromn a Super-

fund site. Increased costs will be related to monitoring requirements,
Parameters that are not currently nonitored will be required, There

are potential costs associated with sludge disposal shouid the con-

taminants accumulate in the POTW's sludye due to improper operation

of the pretreatment systam or should the current land application :
sites refuse to accept the sludye. ) .

Based on the evaluations performed on the dischargye of treated yround-
water to the Seymour PUTW, it was detemined in the FS that this is a
viadble neans of managiny the wastewater, An authorization to discharye
must be obtained from the City of Seymour prior to any discharge to

the POTW occurring, The considerations in the policy on CERCLA dis-
charges to POTWs will continue to be reevaluated as additional data
becaones available,

The public has been informed of the U,S. EPA's intention to discharye
tredted yroundwater from the Seymour site to the Seymour POTW, No
negative conments were received. In addition preliminary contacts

have been nade on this matter with the Director of the Seymour Sanitary
pistrict, the City of Seymour Department of Public Works, the [DEM
Water Division and U,S. EPA's Region V Water Division to ensure that
the treated yroundwater is discharyed in compliance with applicable
federal, state and local laws., Additional coordination and document
submittal will occur prior to actual discharye to the PQTW, A con-
sultant has been retained to represent the City of Seymour's interes:

. in this matter, .

If the discharye of created yroundwater were to OcCCur to Lhe Northwest
Creek , the NPDES reyulations would apply and a NPDES permit would De
necessary.

It reinjection of treated groundwater or injection of water from another
source were to be incorporated into the remedial action, the substantive
raquirenents of the UIC proyram would apply. A pemit would not be neces-

sary, however, because tne injection would be an on-site action, Thisg ( -

would qualify it for the permit exemption fn SARA,
‘ 49
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RCRA contains the ARARS for contaminated soil at the Seymour site. Closure
and post-closure requirements of RCRA are not “applicable” to the remedial
action because the facility ceased disposal of hazardous wastes prior to
November 19, 1980, (See 4U CFR 264,1) RCRA's closure and post closure re-
quirements are, however, generally “relevant and appropriate." Tre RCRA
closure performance standards set forth at 40 CFR Section 264.111 are
narrative and state:

The owner or operator must close the facility in a manner that:
(a) Minimizes the need for further maintenance; and

(b) Contrals, minimizes or eliminates, t2 the extent
necessary to protect human health and the envirunment,
post-closure escape of hazardous waste, hazardous
constituents, leachate, contaminated run-off, or
hazardous waste decomposition procucts to the yround
or surface waters or to the atmosphere; and

(c) Complies with the closure requirements of this subpart
incluaing but not limited to the requirements of
Lspectfic closure provisions for various types of

facilities]. '

Closure standards for containers, tanks, surface impoundments, and
landafills are generally "relevant”™ and “apprupriate” to the Seymour site.

The closure requirements for containers are generally relevant and
appropriate because drums of waste material generated during the R{
containing drill cuttings, groundwater and protective clotning meet
the RCRA definition of “container." (See 40 CFR Sections 264.170 and
260.10).

The closure requirements for tanks are gererally relevant and appropriate
to the treatment units used to treat collected surface water runoff,
(See 4U CFR secttons 264.220 and 26U,10).

The surfacs impoundment Created to collect the surface water runoff
causes the closure and post-closure requirements for surface impounde
ments to generally be relevant and appropriate. (See 40 CFR sections
264,220 and 260.10).

Becauss the disposal of hazardous wastes occurred at the site, the landg-
111 closure ana post-closure requirements are generally relevant and
appropriate for the Seymour site. One of the landfill closure
requirements that is specifically relevant and appropriate calls for
placiny 3 cap on the disposal facility, (40 CFR Section 264,310 (a))

A cap is part of the selected remedial action,
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As the State is authorized to imolement the RCRA program, State require-
ments are equivalent to Federal requirements, See 320 [AC 3,1-46-1

et. sey. U.S, EPA has not been notified of any more stringent or broader
apm—u

1N scope State regui rments.

The land disposal restrlctlons of RCRA also apply %o any off-site disposal
of hazardous waste., (RCRA § 3004(d) and (e))

Contamindted sediment will de consolidated on the existing disposal areas,
which ts the entire fenced area of the site, The sediments muyst be de.
watered, 1f necessary, prior to consalidation in order to comply with the
land disposal restrictions of RCRA, (See 51 Fedt, Reg, 40572)

Jther relevant and appropriate RCRA requirements include a notice in
the deed to the property (40 CFR §264.119), access restrictions (40
CFR 264.14 and 264.117), inspection requirements (40 CFR §§ 264.15 and

264.117), and disposal or decontamination of equipment (40 CFR § 264.114).

The remedial action selected for the Seymour site meets all applicable
or relevant and appropriate RCRA requirements,

AR

The air emission requirenents of the [ndiana State Implementation Plan
(SIP) Rule 325 [AC Article 8 Section 6 apply to sources that emit greater
than 25 tons per yedr of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The selected
remedy for the Seymour site is not expected to emit greater than 25 tors
per year of ¥OCs to the air. Therefore, these requirements are not
applicadle. If emissions from the site were to exceed 25 tons per year
of VOCs, the technical, substantive requirements of the SIP would apply.
The requirement of Rule 325, Article 2 for registration of VOC emission
sources does apply and will be met,

Although there are no applicadble emission standards, an evaluation

of the air omissions must be made to deternine if they pre-

sent an unacceptable threat to human heaith and the environment, Two
conponents of the selected remedy emit to the air: 1, the air stripper
in the yround water treatment system and 2. the vapor extraction system,
These two sources must be considered in combination and the potential
human impdcts from the total air emissions from the site evaluated, As
with tNQ.grounduutor cleanup standard, atr emissions nust not exceed

31 x 10°9 excess lifetime cancer risk level or a chronic health index

"(HI) of 1 at the nearest receptor,

Also, consistent with the FS guidance and as explained on page 34,
the cumulative excess 1ifetime cancer risk from exposure to contaminated
air and yroundwater should not exceed 1 x 10-6,

RADIATION

At another Superfund Site in Region V radon was discovered accunulated
on carbon adsorbers used in treatment of yroundwater, The radon was pre.
sent at levels that pose a potential threat to human nealth and the

environment, The radon was naturally occurring.
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Recause of this findiny, radon will have to be considered in implementiny

the selected remedy. For example, soil gas sampling during the pre-desiyn
investiyation phase must be perfomed anc monitoring of dir emissions and

¢darbon used in any trutment process musc de performed,

Radon must de factoren into the calculations to detemine if the cleanup
standards for air, described above, are met,

ENFORCEMENT STATHS

Neyot fations witn the PRPs are on-going. As staten in the site history,
a lawsuit was filed in the Federal Oistrict Court for the Southern
pistrict of Indiana in 1980, In 1984 a case management order was

issued that provides the framework for negotiations between the
defendants and the Unitad States, There are approxinately sixty
defendants currently naned by the United States in the ongoing suit,
These defendants have in turn added approximately sixty third party
defendants. Summaries df information linkiny defendants to the site

and ralative contribution of waste volume have been provided to the
defendants,

Megotfations are expected ty continue into the fall of 1987,

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

The comwunity of Seymour has been concerned about the Seymour Recyclinyg
Corporation Site since 1976, Air and surface water discharges, which
people in the area felt were responsible for detrimental pudblic

health and environmental impacts, were migrating from the site,

Evacuation of 100 hones was necessary in March, 1980 due to a chenical
reactfon that released toxic fumes, As a result, U.S. EPA hecame in-
volved with the site, '

The community was relieved when the surface cleanup began in December,
1982. A concern about drinking contaminated jroundwater still existed,
In order to alleviate this concern, money fron the court-held trust
fund, established as part of a 1983 settlement between 1),S. EPA and
certain potentially responsible parties, was used to extend the city's
.Municipal water system to the Snyde Ac-es subaivision,

U, S. EPA has provided reyular updates to the interested parties. In
addition, inportant documents and information have heen placed in three
repositories in Seymour,

On October 9, 1986, U.S. EPA held a pudblic meeting {n Seymour to discuss
the results of the Rl and FS and to answer any questions and receive
comments from the public. The prevailing concern of the pudblic in reyard
to the remedial action seemed to be getting the action implemented as
soon as possible,
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For more information on comunity relations, see the Responsiveness
Surmary, Appendix 2,

FUTURE ACTIONS AND SCHEDULE

FJature accions and a prelininary schedule for their implementation are
shown in Appendix 1. The schedule will no doudbt 4o through many modifi-
cations as negotiations progress and the project hecomes more thorouyhly
defined in the desiyn and implementation,

ATSOR COMMENTS

The Ayency for Toxic Substances and 0Oisease Reyistry (ATSDR) performed

4 heaith assessment for tne Seymour Recycitny Corporation as required dy
Section of 104(i)(5)(a) SARA, The health assessment memorandum is dated
April 2, 1987, {Record # ) The report concludes that no
uopulation is at present known to be exposed to hazardous substances
from the site, The primary potenttal risk associated with the on- and
orf-site contaminants s the possibility for chronic toxicity and/or
incre2sed risk of cancer via low-level, repeated exposure snhould the
ro-action alternative be chosen, ATSOR also stated that all the alterna-
tives considered by EPA, except no action, and EPA's recommended
alternative are considered adegquate to protect human NQaltn based

ypon the data presented.

Specific recomendations incluaed in the memo, pending the implemen-
tation of a suitable runedial action alternative, are:

1. Periodically monitor airport well *§ and the nearest
operational downyradient water supply well for vola.
tile organic contaminants, [f or when volatiles are
detected, reassess the potability of the supply and
the likelinhood of endanyerment to any remaining area
wells, This may necessitate the extension of water
1ines to affected or potentially affected residences/
estar!ishments,

2, Post signs in the contaminated 2rea of northwest creek
identified for sediment removal to restrict recreationa)l
activities.

. At such time as the suitadble remedial action alternative s implemented,
dust control should be instituted for those surface areas disturbed

by removal/construction activity to minimize tne production of deryllium
contaminated alirborne particulates,



APPENDIX 1

PMRUJECTED SCHEDULE FOR FUTURE ACTIONS
AT THE SEYMOUR RECYCLING SUPERFUND SITE -

PHASE - Plume Stabilization Project |
. Activity . Projected Date

Conclude Nqéciat‘(ons for the Novamber, 1986 (Actual) _
plume Stabitization Prqject .

[nstall Plyme Stadilization September, 1987 (Actual)

Well -
[nittate Construction of a Fall, 1987

Temporary roundwater Treatment ‘

System -
Complete Aquifer Tests Fall, 1987 .

Operate and Matntain the Plume On-going ‘ -

Stabilizatiom System

PMASE - Neyotia~tons for Remedial Design (RD) and Renedfol' Action (RA) : -

Activitz Projected date
Receive Proposal for Site Cleanup December, 1986 (Actual) ‘ -
Conplete the Govermment's Response January, 1987 (Actual)

to the PRP Cleanup Proposal
Conclude Negotiations Fall, 1987

PHASE - Imglenmentation of RD/RA

Activit! Projectec Date

Complete Design of Groundwater Winter, 1988
Cleanup Component

[mplement Groundwater Cleanup Spring, 1989
Component

Complete Nesign for Soil Cleanup Spring, 1989
Component ‘

Implement Soil Cleanup Component Fall, 1989
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° 7 afece OF
SOLIO WASTE ANDO SMEARQENCY AESPONSS
REMORNADUN

v SUBJECT: OWSE Concurrence on the Record of Decision for the Seymour
Recycling Corporation $ite, Seymour, Indiana

FROM ¢ Gene Lucero, Directo LW
Office of Waste Progrims Enforcement

TO: Valdus V. Adamkus, Administracor
Region Vv

Based on the August 31 ROD briefing, and the communications
and followup analysis conducted by our staffs, I concur on the
record of decision for the Seymour Recycling Zorporation site as
stipulated in the "Twelth Remedy Delegation Report - Part Two"
(May 19, 1987).
¢ccs J. Winston Porter

Jack McGraw

Russ Wyer

Bill Constantelos

-
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